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PERIOD FOR REPLY [checl< either a) or b)] 
a) □ The period for reply expires months firom the mailing date of the final rejection. 

^ lil^r^K^ '^"^'^ ^^^^ °^ ^^^'^^"^ °^ <2) the date set forth in the final rejection, whichever is later. In 

??M?v J.uc^'If P®''^^ SIX IVIONTHS from the mailing date of the final rejection 

706^70) '''^^^ '^^^'"^ ^'^^ ^'^"'^ "^^^^ REJECTI0l5 See MPEP 

fo« h!^i®;!!L°n"fii^.*'-'^2. """^f.^^ ^'''^ "^^^ °" P«««°" ""der 37 CFR 1.136(a) and the appropriate extension 

fee uZl^C^Ri mt.t^^ period of extension and the corresponding amount of the fee. The appropriate extension 

m^^tZZt^inil^I^^^ r ^^K^^ expiration date of the shortened statutory period for reply originally set in the final Office action- or 

fifl^a^^rS.^ 1^ ^' ^7 reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of the final rejection even 2 

timely filed, may reduce any eamed patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

1 .□ A Notice of Appeal was filed on . Appellant's Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 

37 CFR 1 .192(a). or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1.191 (d)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 
2.^ The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) lEI they raise new Issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) □ they are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the 

issues for appeal; and/or 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: See Continuation Sheet . ^ ^ 

S^TKpplicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): _}_L^ 

412 Newly proposed or amended claim(s) would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment 

canceling the non-allowable claim(s). 

5. n The a)n affidavit. b)n exhibit, or c)[J request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the 

application in condition for allowance because: . 

6. n The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newly 

raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. 

For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment(s) a)^ will not be entered or b)^ will be entered and an 
explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 
The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim (s) allowed: . 

Claim(s) objected to: . 

Claim(s) rejected: . 



7. 



Clalm(s) withdrawn from consideration: 



8. n The proposed drawing con-ection filed on isa)^ approved or bjQ disapproved by the Examiner. 

9. n Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper No(s). . 

10. n Other: 
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Part of Paper No. 16 



^.Continuation Sheet (PTOLsJ03) ' Application No. 10/004.999 

Cofitihuatio'n of 2. NOTE: the iimitatron requiring the eicngated openings to have a greater longitudinal dimension greater than any other 
aperture defined within the muzzle brake requires a new search/consideration because this limitation was not present In any Dreviuos 
claims researched by the examiner.. ' ^ 
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